
The anomalous shift of the weak boson mass and the quintessence electroweak axion

Weikang Lin,1, ∗ Tsutomu T. Yanagida,1, 2, † and Norimi Yokozaki3, ‡

1Tsung-Dao Lee Institute (TDLI) & School of Physics and Astronomy, Shanghai Jiao Tong University,
Shengrong Road 520, 201210 Shanghai, P. R. China

2Kavli IPMU (WPI), The University of Tokyo, Kashiwa, Chiba 277-8583, Japan
3Zhejiang Institute of Modern Physics and Department of Physics,

Zhejiang University, Hangzhou, Zhejiang 310027, China
(Dated: January 18, 2023)

One of the simplest ways to account for the observed W-boson mass shift is to introduce the
SU(2)L triplet Higgs boson with zero hypercharge, whose vacuum expectation value is about 3
GeV. If the triplet is heavy enough at O(1) TeV, it essentially contributes only to T parameter
without any conflict to the observation. The presence of a complex triplet Higgs boson raises the
SU(2)L gauge coupling constant to α2(MPL) ' 1/44 at the Planck scale. Thanks to this larger
gauge coupling constant, we show that the electroweak axion vacuum energy explains the observed
cosmological constant provided that the axion field is located near the hill top of the potential at
present.

I. THE W BOSON MASS SHIFT AND THE
WEAK SU(2) GAUGE COUPLING CONSTANT

The CDF collaboration recently reported an updated
precise measurement of the W-boson mass [1], which is
significantly larger than the Standard Model (SM) pre-
diction and the world average without this new CDF re-
sult [2]. With this new CDF result, the experimental
average of the W-boson mass becomes [3]

(MW )exp = (80.4133± 0.0080) GeV, (1)

which deviates from the SM prediction [3] by 6.5 σ:

(MW )SM = (80.3499± 0.0056) GeV. (2)

The discrepancy, δMW ≡ (MW )exp − (MW )SM ∼
60 MeV is easily explained by the small vacuum expecta-
tion value (VEV) of a SU(2)L triplet Higgs boson with
zero hypercharge [4–8], which only contributes to the W±

mass at the tree-level [9–15]. The mass shift of the W-
boson may suggest the existence of the triplet Higgs bo-
son at the TeV scale.

Let us discuss the W-boson mass shift, δMW ∼
60 MeV, with the complex SU(2)L triplet Higgs boson,
Σ, added to the SM Higgs potential. We consider the
following potential:

V 3 −m2
H |H|2 + λH |H|4

+ 2m2
ΣTrΣ†Σ + (AHH

†ΣH + h.c.) + V4, (3)

where we write

Σ = ΣaT a =
1

2

(
Σ3

√
2X+

1√
2X−2 −Σ3

)
. (4)
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Here, T a is a generator of SU(2)L, which satisfies
Tr(T aT b) = 1/2δab; we assume only H†ΣH term violates
a global U(1) symmetry, Σ→ eiαΣ; we consider the case
where m2

Σ > 0 and m2
Σ is much larger than the squared of

the weak scale; V4 contains the quartic terms, Tr
(
Σ†Σ

)2
,

Tr
(
Σ†Σ†

)
Tr(ΣΣ), Tr

(
Σ†ΣΣ†Σ

)
, Tr

(
Σ†Σ†ΣΣ

)
.1 How-

ever, these terms are not important in our case. By
putting 〈H〉 = (0, v)T , the potential for Σ3 near the
origin is dominated by the (effective) linear term and
the quardratic term, −(AHv

2Σ3/2 + h.c.) + m2
Σ|Σ3|2.

The quartic terms become important only for Σ3 ∼ mΣ,
which is irrelevant in our case. From these facts, we ne-
glect V4 in the following discussions.

By minimizing the potential in Eq. (3), the vacuum
expectation values for the doublet and triplet Higgs are

v2 = (m2
H +AHvT )/(2λH), vT =

AHv
2

2m2
Σ

, (5)

where

〈H〉 = (0, v)T , 〈Σ〉 =
1

2

(
vT 0
0 −vT

)
(6)

At the tree-level, the W-boson mass with the triplet
Higgs is expressed as (see e.g., [16])

MW ≈ (MW )SM

[
1 +

1

2

cos2 θW

cos2 θW − sin2 θW
(αTtree)

]
,

(7)

where θW is the weak mixing angle, α is the fine structure
constant and Ttree is the T -parameter at the tree-level:

Ttree =
4v2
T

v2

1

α
. (8)

As shown in Refs. [3, 4] (see also [17]), T ∼ 0.15, S = 0
can explain δMW . It corresponds to vT ∼ 3 GeV in our

1 Here, we assume V4 respects a U(1) symmetry: Σ→ eiαΣ.
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case. The loop effects to the oblique parameters, S and T ,
are suppressed as ∼ k2/16π2(M2

W /m
2
Σ) (k is a relevant

coupling), which are negligible for mΣ ≥ 1 TeV. For
the U parameter, since it comes from a dimension eight
operator, the effect is even more suppressed. So far, only
T ' Ttree is non-negligible.
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FIG. 1. Renormalization group evolution of gauge cou-
pling constants in SM (dotted), SM + one real triplet Higgs
(dashed) and SM + one complex triplet Higgs (solid). The
blue, green and orange lines show U(1)Y , SU(2)L and SU(3)C
couplings, respectively. (Here, α−1

i = 4π/g2
i ). The mass of

the triplet Higgs is taken as 1 TeV. The bottom plot is the
zoomed one of the top plot.

The mixing between the SM Higgs and the triplet
Higgs comes from the scalar trilinear coupling in Eq.(3).
The trilinear coupling AH is related to mΣ as

AH
mΣ

=
2vTmΣ

v2
≈ 0.3

( mΣ

1500 GeV

)( vT
3 GeV

)
. (9)

The ratio, AH/mΣ, increases linearly with mΣ. This
relation is almost unchanged even if quartic couplings
involving Σ are included (unless m2

Σ < 0). The CP-even
Higgs bosons in H and Σ3 are mixed due to the third

term in Eq. (3):(
h
σH

)
=

(
cos θmix sin θmix

− sin θmix cos θmix

)(
σ0

σ3

)
, (10)

where σ0/
√

2 ∈ H and σ3/
√

2 ∈ Σ3; h and σH are the
mass eigenstates: they correspond to the SM-like Higgs
and the CP-even heavy Higgs, respectively. The masses
of these Higgs bosons are [8] 2

m2
h ' 4λHv

2 − A2
Hv

2

m2
Σ

+O(v4)

m2
σH ' m

2
Σ +

A2
Hv

2

m2
Σ

+O(v4). (11)

The mixing angle, θmix, is given by

tan 2θmix =
2AHv

m2
Σ − 4λHv2

≈ 2AH
mΣ

v

mΣ
≈ 0.07

( vT
3 GeV

)
. (12)

The mixing angle is almost fixed by the VEV of the
triplet as long as mΣ � v, with θmix ≈ 0.035. There-
fore, the SM-like CP-even Higgs couplings are modified
by a fixed amount (θ2

mix/2 ≈ 0.06%) compared to those
of the SM Higgs in the heavy triplet region, which is a
kind of general prediction.

On the other hand, when AH/mΣ
>∼ 1, it induces a

deeper global minimum other than the electroweak sym-
metry breaking minimum even if we include quartic cou-
plings containing Σ.3 We expect the vacuum stability
puts the upper-bound on mΣ, which is not much larger
than 5 TeV.

The presence of the complex SU(2)L triplet with the
zero hypercharge at the TeV scale changes the renormal-
ization group evolution of the gauge coupling constants.
In particular, this triplet Higgs only affects the renor-
malization group equation (RGE) for the SU(2)L gauge
coupling at the one-loop level:

dα−1
2

d lnQr
= − 1

2π

(
bSM +

2

3

)
, (13)

where Qr is the renormalization scale and bSM = −19/6.
In Fig. 1, the RG evolution of the gauge coupling con-
stants at the two-loop level are shown. We use PyR@TE
3 [18] to obtain the two-loop RGEs. Interestingly, as
shown in Ref. [8] and Fig. 1, the complex SU(2)L triplet
with the mass of ∼ 1 TeV leads to rather precise gauge
coupling unification. This suggests us to consider a grand
unified theory (GUT) at the scale around 1014 GeV. It
has been shown that SU(5) GUT can successfully be con-
structed without inducing rapid proton decays [8].

2 For the other Higgs bosons, see Ref. [8].
3 For instance, one can consider the direction 〈σ0〉 = 〈σ3〉 =
x (σ0 ∈ H,σ3 ∈ Σ3) in the scalar potential. Then, the po-
tential can be written as Veff ' m2

Σx
2 − 2A3Hx

3 + leffx
4, which

has the deeper global minimum for A2
3H/leff > (8/9)m2

Σ.
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II. THE QUINTESSENCE ELECTROWEAK
AXION DARK ENERGY

Now what if there were no GUT? Surprisingly, in this
case, the observed dark energy may be explained by the
potential of the electroweak (EW) axion [19].4 It was
pointed out that the SU(2)L instantons give a correct
magnitude of the observed dark energy in the supersym-
metric (SUSY) standard model [23].

First, let us discuss a short summary of the SUSY EW
axion. We assume that a massless Nambu-Goldstone bo-
son (i.e. EW axion), A, couples to the SU(2)L gauge
field as

g2
2

32π2

A

FA
W i
µνW̃

iµν , (14)

where FA is the decay constant of the Nambu-Goldstone
boson (which is determined by an ultraviolet theory).
Integrating out the SU(2)L instantons, we obtain the

following EW axion potential where W and W̃ are the
electroweak gauge field and its dual [23]

V =
1

2
Λ4
A(1− cos(A/FA)), (15)

where

Λ4
A = 2c× ε10m3

3/2MPLe
− 2π
α2(MPL) . (16)

Here, c is an O(1) constant, ε ' 1/17 [24] the flavor
suppression factor due to the Froggatt-Nielsen symmetry
[25] and α2(MPL) ' 1/23 the SU(2)L gauge coupling
constant at the Planck scale MPL ' 2.4× 1018 GeV. We
reproduce the observed dark energy at around the hill
top of the EW axion potential, that is [2, 26]

Λ4
obs ≈ 7× 10−121M4

PL, (17)

for c ' 1 and the gravitino mass m3/2 ' 1.8 TeV.
However, in the non-SUSY SM, the SU(2)L gauge cou-

pling constant is smaller as α2(MPL) ' 1/48, and hence
the potential energy of the EW axion becomes too small.
This can be partially remedied by removing the flavor
suppression factor ε10. For instance, a model with a dis-
crete Z10 Froggatt-Nielsen symmetry can generate the
axion potential without the flavor suppression factor [27].
This Z10 Froggatt-Nielsen symmetry is anomaly free and
may originate from a gauge symmetry [27]. Alternatively,
we can simply consider cases without the flavor symme-
try in the non SUSY standard model. Then, the maximal
potential energy is given by [28]

Λ4
A = c′ ×M4

PLe
− 2π
α2(MPL) , (18)

4 A proposal to identify the quintessence for the dark energy with
a pseudo Nambu–Goldstone boson (axion) is first discussed in
[19], [20], [21] and [22].

which still gives the ten orders of magnitude smaller than
the observed dark energy in Eq. (17).5

Now we return to the case of SM + one complex
SU(2)L triplet Higgs. From Eq. (13), it is clear that
α−1

2 (MPL) becomes larger than that in SM. The shift
is estimated as −1/(3π) ln(MPL/1TeV) ≈ −3.8, which
gives exp(2π(3.8)) ≈ 2.3× 1010. Therefore, the potential
energy of the EW axion explains the observation Eq. (17)
at A ' πFA.

III. DISCUSSION

In all of the above discussions on the potential energy
of the EW axion, we have assumed that the vacuum en-
ergy of the true potential minimum vanishes. This is
at least consistent with the de-Sitter conjecture on the
quantum breaking of the classical gravity [30] or on the
string swampland [31], or our EW axion dark energy hy-
pothesis is consistent with the anthropic principle [32].6

But if we want to understand the vanishing cosmologi-
cal constant dynamically, we need some deeper insight
of quantum gravity which is beyond the scope of this
paper.7

However, even if the quintessence axion hypothesis is
interesting, we have two serious problems. One is the
quality problem of the shift symmetry as quantum grav-
ity is believed to explicitly break any global symmetries.
The other is the fine tuning problem of the initial axion
field value. Namely, we have to assume that the initial
value of the EW axion Ai is taken near the hill top of the
potential, that is, Ai ' πFA. The initial condition would
not be a serious problem if FA ' MPL. However, if it is
the case, the axion quality problem becomes very serious.
We describe such a conflict in a more quantitative way
as follows.

As for the breaking of the shift symmetry, we have
probably many processes in quantum gravity. Let us dis-

5 It is pointed out that we can explain the observed vacuum energy
if we adopt a larger cut-off scale than the Planck scale MPL and
c’ a larger than O(1) [29].

6 The dark energy at the present universe may consist of two com-
ponents unless the axion sits at its potential minimum already.
One is truly the cosmological constant and the other the po-
tential energy of the EW axion. The total dark energy is then
constrained by the anthropic principle [32]. If both terms are
comparable and the cosmological constant is positive, we do not
have a severe fine-tuning problem discussed below even if the
decay constant is FA ' 1016 GeV for a good quality of the EW
axion. And the cosmic birefringence can be natuarlly explained
by the movement of the EW axion. However, this positive cos-
mological constant is inconsistent with the de-Sitter conjecture.
For the model to be consistent with the de-Sitter conjecture we
must consider the cosmological constant to be the vacuum energy
of some other light field B.

7 If there is some symmetry acting on the wave function of the
universe, like the chiral symmetry acting on massless fermionic
fields in quantum field theory, it might be possible to impose the
cosmological constant to vanish.
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cuss wormhole instanton effects here, since it can be es-
timated in a relatively straightforward way by solving
wormhole-axion solutions [33]. The detailed calculation
is given in [34] in which the relevant Euclidean action of
the wormhole is given by

Swh ' 0.14×
√

8π
MPL

FA
. (19)

Imposing a sufficiently small suppression, i.e.,
exp(−Swh) < 10−120, we obtain a constraint on
FA < 0.7× 1016 GeV.

However, we consider that the above result is specu-
lative due to the absence of the detailed knowledge of a
quantum gravity. Maybe we have some non-perturbative
contributions γ [33] to the wormhole action Swh which
may make the total wormhole action larger as long as no
cancellations in different contributions take place. Thus,
we consider the decay constant FA ' 1016 GeV is suf-
ficiently small to suppress the explicit breaking of the
axion shift symmetry by the wormholes.8

On the other hand, in order to keep the equation of
state of the axion to be within the observational bound,
i.e., |w + 1| < 0.05 [26], the initial AI needs to be ex-
tremely close to the hill top of the potential. From a
WKB approximation to the dynamics of the EW axion
(and combining Eq. (10) in [36]), one can show that∣∣∣∣AIFA − π

∣∣∣∣ ≤ MPL

FA
e−O(MPL/FA) . (20)

The above is ∼ 10−4 for FA ' 2 × 1017 GeV but is
∼ 10−100 for FA ' 1016 GeV. Thus, an FA that is suffi-
ciently small to keep a good quality of the EW axion will
need an extreme fine-tuning of the initial condition if the
EW axion is the dark energy.

To avoid the above severe conflict between the EW
axion quality and the naturalness of the initial condition,
one can either (1) invoke some mechanism to suppress
the wormhole effects for the shift symmetry breaking; (2)
study some ways to alleviate or eliminate the fine tuning
of the initial condition; or (3) assume the dark energy
has some other origin and allow the EW axion to be a
fraction of dark matter.

A solution achieving the above (1) may be given in
higher dimensional space-time where the extra dimen-
sions are compactified. In this case, the above wormhole
solution in the four dimensional Euclidean space does not
exist above the compactification scale Λcom. We should
take into account a momentum cut-off at the compactifi-
cation scale 1/Λcom in the estimation of Eq. (19), which
would lead to a large wormhole Euclidean action [33]

Swh '
3π2

8

M2
PL

Λ2
com

. (21)

8 For a recent discussion on the quality problem of axions in a
linear σ model see [35].

Provided that FA ' Λcom we obtain FA ≤ 2.6 × 1017

GeV to have a good quality for the quintessence EW ax-
ion. Although we can not estimate the shift-symmetry
breaking effect above the compactification scale, we con-
sider FA ' 2.6× 1017 GeV is sufficiently small to protect
the quintessence axion quality. In this case, the degree
of the fine-tuning of the initial condition becomes much
milder, i.e., |AI/FA − π| ≤ 10−3. Additionally, with
FA ' 2.6× 1017 GeV we can explain the cosmic birefrin-
gence if the EW axion is rolling now [36].

Another viable way is to consider two axions, both of
which couple to the strong SU(3)C and weak SU(2)L
gauge fields [37]. We consider the following Lagrangian:

L ⊃ g2
2

32π2

(
m1

A1

F1
+m2

A2

F2

)
W i
µνW̃

iµν

+
g2

3

32π2

(
n1
A1

F1
+ n2

A2

F2

)
GaµνG̃

aµν ,

(22)

where m1,2 and n1,2 are anomaly coefficients, and G is

a gluon field. It is assumed that F1 ∼ F2 ∼ 1016 GeV to
allow good qualities for both axions. Assuming m1n2 −
n1m2 6= 0, in the following basis,(

A
A′

)
=

(
cosβ − sinβ
sinβ cosβ

)(
A1

A2

)
(23)

where tanβ =
n1F2

n2F1
, only A′ couples to GG̃ and obtains

a large mass through the QCD non-perturbative effects.
(A′ is nothing but the QCD axion, solving the strong CP
problem.) Due to the large mass, A′ is quickly stabilized
to the minimum and can be ignored. The other orthog-
onal component A remains massless with the following
effective potential9

Leff =
g2

2

32π2

A

Feff
W i
µνW̃

iµν , (24)

with

Feff =

√
n2

1F
2
2 + n2

2F
2
1

|m1n2 −m2n1|
. (25)

Then, A only couples to WW̃ and can be identified as
our EW axion. A larger effective decay constant FA =
Feff ∼ 2× 1017 GeV can be obtained with n1,2 ∼ 10 but
a small m1n2 −m2n1 (e.g., m1 = m2 = 1, n2 = 10 and
n1 = 9) for instance.

For possibility (3), the EW axion can starts from a
general point between 0 and πFA. Then, the oscillation
of the EW axion after H ∼ mA makes it become a small
fraction of dark matter. In fact, it is encouraging that we
can naturally explain the observed cosmic birefringence
[38–40] by the axion dark matter oscillation [41].10

9 We omit the sign.
10 This is also discussed in [42, 43]. However, they assume FA =
MPL and the obtained parameter space is different from that in
[41]. Furthermore, they may have a serious axion quality problem
with such a large FA.
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